D. Remarks 

The claims are 1, 2, 4-28 and 30-56, with claims 1, 14, 26 and 42 being 
independent. Claims 3 and 26 have been cancelled. Claims 1, 14, 26 and 42 have been 
amended to better define the present invention. Support for this amendment may be found, 
inter alia, in cancelled claims 3 and 29 and throughout the specification and the drawings. 
Claims 9, 30, 35 and 37 have been amended to reflect the cancellation of claims 3 and 26. 
Also, the Abstract has been amended to correct an informality. No new matter has been 
added. Reconsideration of the present claims is expressly requested. 

J 

Claim 7 is objected to by the Examiner. Specifically, the Examiner alleges 
that in claim 7, line 2, the phrase "the thickness" lacks antecedent basis. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Claim 1 recites " a thickness of an elastic member" and page 14, lines 8-10 
provides specific support for that phrase. Accordingly, the objection to claim 7 should be 
withdrawn. 

The Abstract is objected to by the Examiner because of an informality. 
Since Applicants have corrected the informality by the above amendment, this objection 
should be withdrawn. 

Claims 14-16, 19, 20, 23, 42, 44, 45, 48, 49, 52 and 55 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,519,472 (Ojima). 
Claims 14, 15, 17, 19, 42, 44, 46, 48 and 56 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,353,104 (Kato). Claims 17, 18, 21, 22, 
46, 47, 50 and 51 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly obvious from 
Ojima in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,1 15,575 (Kinoshita). Claims 24 and 53 stand rejected 
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under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly obvious from Ojima in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,999,784 (Tsukida). Claims 25 and 54 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being allegedly obvious from Ojima in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,645,966 (Koga). Claims 
1-4, 7, 8, 1 1, 26, 28-30, 33, 34, 37 and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
allegedly obvious from Ojima in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,566,991 (Sibilia). Claims 1-3, 
5, 7, 26, 28, 29, 31, 33 and 41 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
obvious from Kato in view of Sibilia. Claims 5, 6, 9, 10, 31, 32, 35 and 36 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly obvious from Ojima, as modified by Sibilia, 
and further in view of Kinoshita. Claims 12 and 38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being allegedly obvious from Ojima, as modified by Sibilia, and further in view 
of Tsukida. Claims 13 and 39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
obvious from Ojima, as modified by Sibilia, and further in view of Koga. Claim 27 stands 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly obvious from Ojima, as modified by 
Sibilia, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,570,166 (Ohzeki). Claim 43 stands 
rejected as being allegedly under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly obvious from 
Ojima in view of Ohzeki. The grounds of rejection are respectfully traversed. 

Prior to addressing the merits of rejection, Applicants would like to briefly 
review some of the key features and advantages of the presently claimed invention. The 
present invention is directed to a developer regulating member and an apparatus employing 
it. The developer regulating member comprises an elastic member, which contacts a 
developer carrying member. The elastic member is a polyamide elastomer. 

The elastic member has a thickness that is not more than 300 ^m. Thus, the 
degree of deformation of the developing member is so small that the developer regulating 
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member can appropriately regulate the amount of the developer. Also, the elastic member 
can have a resistance of 10 4 Q (claims 1 and 26). Thus, the elastic member is able to 
prevent the developer from fusing and sticking to the developer regulating member. 

Ojima is directed, in part, to a developing apparatus. Ojima discloses a 
developing blade 28, which comprises a polyamide resin high resistance layer 28b having a 
thickness of approximately 40 |am. However, layer 28b does not contact a developing 
sleeve 8 and is not a polyamide elastomer (col. 7, lines 37-53; Fig. 5). Thus, it is clear that 
the layer 28b in Ojima does not correspond to the elastic member according to the 
presently claimed invention, wherein the polyamide elastomer elastic member contacts the 
developer carrying member. Ojima does not disclose or suggest an elastic member as 
presently claimed. Also, this reference does not disclose or suggest the claimed thickness 
of the elastic member. 

Kato is directed, in part, to a defining member, which is said to define the 
thickness of a layer of a one-component developer employed for developing an 
electrostatic latent image. Kato discloses an elastic blade 26, which is composed of a 
rubber base blade 26a whose surface is coated with a polyamide resin binder surface layer 
26b in which particles of, for example, polyfluorinated vinylidene resin are dispersed. 
However, surface layer 26b is a resin, not a polyamide elastomer. Thus, like Ojima, Kato 
fails to disclose or suggest an elastic member as presently claimed. Also, this reference 
does not disclose or suggest the claimed thickness of the elastic member. 

Kinoshita cannot cure the deficiencies of Ojima and Kato. Kinoshita is 
directed, in part, to a developing apparatus. Kinoshita discloses a developing blade 10 in 
which a polyamide elastomer layer 10b is provided on a phosphor bronze plate 10a. 
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However, the thickness of layer 10b is 1 mm, which is substantially greater than the 
presently claimed maximum thickness of the polyamide elastomer, which is 300 ^im (col. 
10, line 24). 

In the context of the present invention, a reasonable thickness of the elastic 
member generally depends on a specific material used as an elastic member. Therefore, 
borrowing Kinoshita' s polyamide elastomer layer 10b to modify another apparatus (e.g., 
Ojima and Kato) invariably involves using the same thickness as in Kinoshita, i.e., 1 mm. 
Therefore, Kinoshita cannot be combined with Ojima and/or Kato to render the presently 
claimed invention unpatentable. 

Sibilia also cannot provide the teachings missing in Ojima and Kato. This 
reference was cited for the alleged disclosure of polyamide resistivity. Even if assumed, 
arguendo, that Sibilia contains the alleged teaching, Applicants respectfully submit that this 
reference cannot be combined with Ojima and/or Kato to affect the patentability of the 
presently claimed invention, because Sibilia does not disclose or suggest a polyamide 
elastomer elastic member with a thickness of not more than 300 |im that contacts the 
developer carrying member. In fact, Sibilia is not even related to the present field of 
endeavor. 

Tsukida, Koga and Ohzeki cannot cure the deficiencies of the above- 
discussed references. Tsukida, Koga and Ohzeki were cited for their alleged disclosure of 
subject matter related to various dependent claims. Even if assumed, arguendo, that 
Tsukida, Koga and Ohzeki contain the alleged teachings, Applicants respectfully submit 
that these references cannot be used to affect the patentability of the presently claimed 
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invention, because they do not disclose or suggest a polyamide elastomer elastic member 
with a thickness of not more than 300 jam that contacts the developer carrying member. 

In conclusion, Applicants respectfully submit that none of the cited 
references, whether considered separately or in any combination, disclose or suggest the 
combination of elements presently claimed. 

Wherefore, Applicants respectfully request that the outstanding objections 
and rejections be withdrawn and the present case be passed to issue. 

As a formal matter, Applicants enclose a copy of an Office Action, which 
was issued in a corresponding Korean application. Since the only reference cited in this 
Korean Office Action is Ohzeki, which is already of record in the subject application, no 
Information Disclosure Statement is deemed necessary. 

Applicants' undersigned attorney may be reached in our New York office by 
telephone at (212) 218-2100. All correspondence should continue to be directed to our 
address given below. 



Respectfully submitted, 




FITZPATRICK, CELLA, HARPER & SCINTO 
30 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, New York 10112-3801 
Facsimile: (212)218-2200 
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